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Remarks 

Claims 1-22, 24-30, 32-38 and 40-68 are pending in this application, with claims 1, 5, 9, 
13, 17, 21, 25, 29, 33, 37, 41, 45, 49, 53, 57, 61 and 65 being independent. Claims 23, 31 and 39 
have been canceled and claims 1, 5, and 65 have been amended. No new matter has been added. 

Applicant acknowledges with appreciation the Examiner's allowance of claims 9-22, 24- 
30, 32-38 and 40-64, and the Examiner's indication that claims 3, 7 and 67 are directed to 
allowable subject matter. 

Claims 1 and 5 have been rejected as being anticipated by Yamazaki '506. As amended, 
each of claims 1 and 5 recites that, in addition to the capacitor storage with its connection wiring 
line, its capacitance wiring line, and its insulating fibn, a pixel electrode is located over the 
interlayer insulating film. In view of this amendment, applicant requests reconsideration and 
withdrawal of the rejection because Yamazaki *506 describes a capacitor 319 that employs a 
pixel electrode 318 as the connection wiring line and, accordingly, does not describe or suggest 
forming both the capactitor storage and a pixel electrode over the interlayer insulating film in the 
maimer recited in claims 1 and 5. 

Claims 1 and 5 and their dependent claims 4 and 8 have been rejected as being 
anticipated by Okita. Like Yamazaki '506, Okita describes a capacitor storage that uses a pixel 
electrode 16 as its connection wiring line. Accordingly, applicant requests reconsideration and 
withdrawal of this rejection for the reasons noted above. 

Claim 65 and its dependent claim 68 have been rejected as being unpatentable over 
Murade in view of Okita. Claim 65 has been amended to recite that the capacitance wiring line 
is formed on a same interlayer insulating film on which a pixel electrode is formed, such as is 
recited in allowed claim 9. Neither Murade, Okita, nor any combination of the two describes or 
suggests such an arrangement. Accordingly, applicant requests reconsideration and withdrawal 
of this rejection for at least this reason. 

Claims 2 and 6 have been rejected as being unpatentable over Okita in view of Suzawa. 
Applicant requests reconsideration and withdrawal of this rejection because Suzawa does not 
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remedy the failure of Okita to describe or suggest the subject matter of independent claims 1 and 



Claim 66 has been rejected as being unpatentable over Murade in view of Okita and 
Suzawa. Applicant requests reconsideration and withdrawal of this rejection because Suzawa 
does not remedy the failure of Murade and Okita to describe or suggest the subject matter of 
independent claim 65. 

For the reasons provided above, applicant submits that all claims are in condition for 
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allowance. 



Respectfully submitted, 
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